
Domestic violence, while far
from being eradicated, can

no longer hide behind its old
mantle as a “family matter” best
left to the privacy of the home
and, traditionally, not consid-
ered a crime.

Officials who deal with fam-
ily violence on a daily basis know
that such violence—which affects
families across the entire socio-
economic spectrum, for genera-
tions, and often is a threat to the
community—will not end if left
to itself. A community response
is needed. Sacramento County,
for one, has been addressing do-
mestic violence since 1979 in a
coordinated multiagency process
through its Interagency Task
Force on Family Violence.

COORDINATED APPROACH
In 1994, the Judicial Council
sponsored the first statewide con-
ference on “Family Violence and
the Courts: A Coordinated Com-
munity Approach” as part of its
strategic plan goal to develop fam-
ily violence prevention programs. 

Modeled after a 1993 na-
tional conference, the California
program brought together
judges, prosecutors, and family
violence prevention profession-
als from the 58 counties to en-
courage and assist them in the
creation of countywide family
violence prevention coordinat-
ing councils. On February 27,
county teams will again convene

for what has become an annual
event, “Family Violence and the
Courts IV: A California Confer-
ence” (see box, this page).

Given the bipartisan sup-
port family violence prevention
continues to receive in the Leg-
islature and the countywide co-
ordinating councils’ innovative
and effective methods (see Court
News, February–March 1997,

“Improving Response to Family
Violence”), it is difficult to be-
lieve that as recently as 1987, ac-
cording to the California District
Attorneys Association, felons
convicted of sexually or physi-
cally abusing their spouses were
sentenced to significantly shorter
prison terms than rapists who as-
saulted strangers.

DEDICATED COURTS
Today that is no longer true, as
more and more courts follow the
model of the domestic violence–
dedicated court pioneered in
1993 by Judge William S. Can-
non at the South Bay Municipal
Court (San Diego). In such courts,
the goal is to stop the violence in

Do judges share courtrooms?
Where is evidence stored?

Does the court have rooms
for alternative dispute
resolution?

Judges and
court administrators
around the state will be
asked to answer questions
like these as part of the
Trial/Appellate Court Facility
Study required by the Lockyer-
Isenberg Trial Court Funding
Act of 1997. The act establishes
the Task Force on Court Facili-
ties, which will seek to identify
the status of current court facil-
ities and determine how to help
courts meet their future needs.

The responses are impor-
tant because they will assist the
project team in fulfilling its
charge—to identify the facility
needs of the trial and appellate
courts and offer options and rec-
ommendations for funding
maintenance, improvements,
and expansion. To date, no study
has ever been conducted to

identify the physical condition
and functionality of court facil-

ities throughout California
or to examine larger is-

sues affecting future
court facilities, such

as changing demo-
graphics and population

growth.
Following a rigorous

review process, Daniel, Mann,
Johnson & Mendenhall (DMJM)/
Spillis Candela & Partners, in as-
sociation with Vitetta Group and
Justice Planning Associates, was
selected as a consultant for this
ambitious project.

The final selection of the
team of nationally recognized
court planning specialists was
made from a field of six contrac-
tor teams responding to the
state’s request for proposals. The
selection committee consisted of
Judge Michael E. Nail, Solano
County Consolidated Courts;
George Newal, Assistant Chief
Administrative Officer, Santa
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What: “Family Violence and the
Courts IV: A California State
Conference” 

When: February 27
8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Where: Sacramento, DoubleTree Hotel
2001 Point Well Way

The fourth annual conference on the
impact of family violence on Califor-

nia’s courts and communities will feature
a number of distinguished speakers and
experts, including Kathy Schwartz, Na-
tional Administrator of the Violence
Against Women Program Office; Placer
County Superior and Municipal Courts
Judge James D. Garbolino describing “A
Model Domestic Violence Court”; Santa

Clara County Consolidated Courts Judge
Leonard P. Edwards speaking on “Judicial
Ethics and Family Violence Councils”; 
and Santa Clara County Consolidated
Courts Judge Mary Ann Grilli discussing
full faith and credit and the domestic 
violence registry.

Panels and workshops will be held on
such issues as the impact of family vio-
lence on children, probation’s response
to family violence, batterer intervention
programs, and legislation and case law
updates. Local family violence prevention
coordinating councils will also report on
their activities.

● Contact: Lee Meddin, 415-904-5593
(CALNET 8-539-5593).

Home, Sweet Home
In the San Francisco Civic Center the Earl Warren Building is being
retrofitted and renovated for the California Supreme Court and the
First District Court of Appeal, while the new Hiram W. Johnson State
Office Building will house a number of state agencies, including the
Administrative Office of the Courts. Move-in is expected in early 1999.
See story, page 5. Photo: Michael Tye.

Continued on page 2

Judges are helping

to heal families,

expeditiously

handling cases of

family violence and

offering batterers 

the opportunity 

to change.

Mark Your Calendar
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What Future Awaits
Court Facilities?



Clara County, and Representa-
tive, California State Association
of Counties; Alan Carlson, Chief
Executive Officer, Superior
Court, San Francisco Trial

Courts; Dennis Jones, Chief
Deputy Director, Administrative
Office of the Courts; Joseph A.
Lane, Clerk of the Court, Court
of Appeal, Second Appellate Dis-
trict (Los Angeles); and Richard
Teramoto, Department of Gen-
eral Services representative.

COMPREHENSIVE STUDY
The statewide study’s primary
purpose is to gather information
and make recommendations on
the best way to own, operate, and
manage judicial facilities so they

meet the needs of the judiciary,
the legal community, and the
public now and in the future.
The study will also:

✓ Develop standards and
guidelines for judicial facilities;

✓ Examine projections of
population growth as well as
judgeships and staffing;

✓ Assess the physical and
operational condition of facilities,
identify deficiencies, and priori-
tize corrective actions for inclu-
sion in a comprehensive capital
utilization and improvement
plan for statewide court facilities
(“Facilities Plan”) that quanti-
fies construction, maintenance,
and repair needs and is support-
able by the Legislature, the
counties, and individual court
jurisdictions;

✓ Develop organizational
models and operating proce-

dures under various options of
facility ownership, including:

— A “living” planning
process that ensures continuous
updating of the Facilities Plan to
reflect changing needs, fiscal re-
alities, and political conditions
and that is adaptable and avail-
able for use by court operations
statewide, and

— A similar process for
the maintenance and operation
of court facilities;

✓ Develop funding options
for court facilities; and

✓ Ensure compliance with
the requirements of California
statutes.

FIVE PHASES
The court facilities project will
occur in five phases, with the ex-
pectation that each phase will
build upon information gath-
ered in the previous one. The
phases, which may be combined
or overlap to improve the prod-
uct or schedule, generally fall in
the following categories: Project
Initiation; Facility Standards for
Trial and Appellate Courts; Pro-

jections; Existing Facility Evalu-
ation; and Organizational Models:
Development, Management, and
Funding of Court Facilities.

The project is expected to
be completed by July 2000.

● Contact: Robert Lloyd,
Project Manager, 415-396-9197
(CALNET 8-531-9197). ■

Look for more

information about the

Lockyer-Isenberg Trial

Court Funding Act of

1997 on page 8.

JANUARY–FEBRUARY 1998 COURT NEWS

the households of the people
who are seen by the courts. The
court process is streamlined, and
cases are resolved expeditiously.

The South Bay court, for exam-
ple, handles all family law and
domestic violence matters, crim-
inal and civil, regardless of juris-
dictional limitations. It handles
all misdemeanor family violence
matters from arraignments
through settlement conferences

and trial readiness. All postplea
and postcustody felony matters
are assigned to the court for pro-
bation monitoring.

The family violence court
holds batterers accountable and
responsible, while offering them
the opportunity to undergo
reeducation in a batterers’ treat-
ment program, with the inten-
sive involvement of the judge. As
in drug courts (see Court News,
June–July 1996, “Judges Take to
Heart Their Challenging Drug-
Court Role”), judicial involve-
ment and review are crucial to a

defendant’s successful compli-
ance with the terms of probation
and also have proved to con-
tribute to a substantial reduction
in the recidivism rate. “Clearly,
frequent review is the most ef-
fective,” observes Superior
Court Judge Stephen L. Mock, of
the Yolo County Superior/Mu-
nicipal Court, who handles all
criminal domestic violence
cases. “The more hands-on I am,
the greater likelihood the defen-
dant will respond by following
through on his commitment.”

‘OVERWHELMING
VOLUME’
The impetus for the Sonoma
County Courts to initiate a do-
mestic violence court was “the
overwhelming volume of cases,”
says Judge Robert P. Dale.
“Many domestic violence cases
took three to five months to re-
solve, and the jury trial calendar
was full of domestic violence
cases.”

Sonoma developed its do-
mestic violence court along the
same lines as its drug court, with
extensive planning by both the
court and the community, says
Judge Dale, who ran the drug
court for two years. A task force
with members from the court
and more than a dozen agencies,
from probation to the police
chief ’s office, got involved.
Judge Dale even took the un-
usual step of going to the board
of supervisors to request funding
for senior district attorney and
senior public defender positions
for the court; the board com-
plied unanimously. The result is
a well-oiled operation, with a se-
nior district attorney and senior
public defender, one or two do-
mestic violence counselors, and
a probation officer in court daily.
A countywide protocol includes
having a police officer take a Po-
laroid photo of the victim that is
available at arraignment.

Since opening its doors in
November, the court has had
“close to 160 arraignments,
which is a lot in this county,”
says Judge Dale, “and, of those,
the most amazing part is that at
least 50 percent pled guilty
within the first 10 days, which
I’ve never seen before.

“The court has vastly ex-
ceeded my expectations,” notes
Judge Dale, who calls himself

2

The Task Force on Court Facilities, established by the Lockyer-Isenberg
Trial Court Funding Act of 1997, will seek to identify the status of 
current court facilities and determine how to help courts meet their 
future needs.

▼
Facilities
Continued from page 1

▼
Family Violence
Continued from page 1

1. Courses with existing programs,
publications, and video and audio
tapes:

❑ B. E. Witkin Judicial College (for
new trial court judicial officers)

❑ Continuing Judicial Studies Pro-
gram (CJSP)

❑ Basic Family Law Course (for judi-
cial officers newly assigned to family
law, offered twice annually)

❑ Intermediate Family Law Course
(for judicial officers experienced in
family law)

❑ Relevant substantive law institutes:
• Criminal Law and Procedure
• Family Law and Procedure
• Juvenile Law and Procedure
• Municipal Courts
• Rural Courts

❑ Publication: Domestic Violence
Cases in Criminal Courts (1997) (updated
annually)

❑ Extensive selections from the CJER
video and audio tape library (from rele-
vant CJER programs)

2. Segments within more general
courses

❑ Domestic violence may be a special
feature or an area of emphasis within a
more general topic. Examples are:

• When Bias Compounds: Ensuring
Equal Justice for Women of Color in the
Courts, Winter 1998 CJSP

• Jurisprudence and Judicial
Fairness, CJSP  

3. Recent developments
❑ Appointment of the Domestic Vio-

lence Curriculum Planning Committee,
chaired by Judge Mary Ann Grilli of the
Santa Clara County Consolidated Courts.

❑ The curriculum committee’s works
in progress, estimated to be completed
in spring 1998, are:

• Video: “The Nature of Domestic
Violence: Effects on Judicial Decision-
Making”;

• New judge curriculum de-
signed for the new judge
or the judge new to do-
mestic violence cases, for
potential reference and
incorporation into rele-
vant CJER programs and
local or regional pro-
grams; and

• Faculty training on the new
judge curriculum to provide trained
faculty for CJER and local/regional
programs based on the new judge
curriculum.

❑ Future focus
• Development of domestic vio-

lence curricula in family, criminal, and
juvenile law; and

• Development of an educational
component on domestic violence for
court employees.

● Contact: Bobbie Welling, 415-356-
6442 (CALNET 8-531-6442).

Judicial Education on 
Family Violence Prevention
The Center for Judicial Education and Research (CJER) provides the following
programs including a family violence component:

Continued on page 3



“the original skeptic.” Watching
the South Bay court and others
in action, however, and seeing
how effective they could be con-
vinced him to assemble the task
force. Today, he says, “I’m still
astonished at how successful it’s
become.”

‘SWEET AND SOUR’
Rio Hondo Municipal Court
(Los Angeles) Judge Peter
Joseph Meeka, who with Judge
Francis A. Gately, Jr., has run the
domestic violence court since
January 1995, calls their ap-
proach “sweet and sour.” The
sour part occurs up front. Most
defendants are arraigned in cus-
tody. Should the court find that
the victim could be in danger if
the defendant is released, bail is
set at $30,000 to $40,000 for the

misdemeanor, and, says Judge
Meeka, “Bail is frequently set.”
Defendants must also enroll in a
year-long counseling program.

In “future proceedings
tracking,” defendants sentenced
to jail for 90 days or longer are
ordered to report to the judge
within two days after release. The
judge explains to the defendant
that further proceedings will be
calendared for a date secret to
the defendant and that staff will
check on his release date. The
court will then order a warrant
for arrest if the defendant fails to
appear within the two days. “It
only makes sense that defen-
dants sentenced to longer peri-
ods should be in the 52-week

counseling program immedi-
ately after release from jail,” says
Judge Meeka. “Ninety-nine per-
cent come to see me,” adds the
judge, who calls the approach
“constructive intimidation.”

The sweet part, he continues,
is when the judge reads positive
reports that a defendant is not
only attending counseling but
also participating actively and
beginning to change his attitude
about his abuse and violence.
Then, says Judge Meeka, “I pat
him on the back and encourage
him to do better.”

TOUGH, NOT DRACONIAN
His philosophy, explains Judge
Meeka, “is to be tough, very, very
strict, but not draconian. The de-
fendants do not understand that
we take a very intense interest in
their success and that it only
works if they work at it.” 

The welfare of the children
of violence is also a concern of
the Rio Hondo court. If children
witnessed the violence at home,
the Department of Child and
Family Services (DCFS) be-
comes involved. The district at-
torney faxes the DCFS a copy of
the police report and a social
worker talks with the parents
and children within two weeks of
the incident. This networking
among the agencies, Judge
Meeka notes, supports the
court’s philosophy of healing
families in crisis.

IMMEDIATE
CONSEQUENCES
At the Western Riverside Munic-
ipal Court, of the Consolidated/
Coordinated Superior and Mu-
nicipal Courts of Riverside
County, Commissioner Becky
Dugan swiftly metes out punish-
ment to defendants if they fail to
comply with probation or fail to
appear for their first progress
hearing. If defendants appear
but have failed to comply, she as-
signs them to the Sheriff’s Work
Program in lieu of custody. If a
defendant fails to appear, she is-

sues a warrant that day for the
sheriff to immediately pick up
the individual. Depending on
the defendant’s attitude, he may
be jailed or reinstated into the
program, with 15 days of work
instead of jail. “We’re down to 30

percent in failure-to-appear,
from 80 percent,” reports Com-
missioner Dugan, who last June
implemented the first phase of
the domestic violence court.

In the current phase two,
family law cases are consoli-
dated with the criminal calen-
dar. Thus, Commissioner Dugan
is able to see whether a defen-
dant she put on probation is vi-
olating a restraining order and,
if so, provide immediate protec-
tion for the spouse or partner
and add immediate consequences
for the defendant.

In the third phase, the com-
missioner envisions taking a
greater step toward “treatment
of the entire dynamic of the fam-
ily” with procedures to expedite
the protection of children in
families of violence. 

CIVIL, CRIMINAL
At the year-old Yolo County
Family Violence Court, Superior
Court Judge Donna M. Petre
handles civil domestic violence
matters, while Judge Mock han-
dles the criminal matters, from

arraignment to point of trial. But
the whole community is in-
volved in making families safer.
“The fact that all the agencies
which provide information or
services to people charged with
domestic violence were included

at the outset was critical,” says
Judge Mock. 

Judge Petre notes that every
day in court the services of a do-
mestic violence attorney and a
parental abduction attorney are
available, as are on-the-spot
drug testing and mediation.
There is a class for children ages
9 to 12 of high-conflict divorce,
and a low-cost supervised visita-
tion program is held at a local
church for children who face the
threat of abduction or whose
parents have drug problems or
are involved in family violence.

“There’s no doubt that we
are making a tremendous impact
on the community,” says Judge
Petre. In the past, victims of
abuse would have to find their
way to court and fill out the pa-
pers, she says. “Today, a domes-
tic violence attorney knows the
case and is present in court to as-
sist. In the most serious cases the
attorney represents the victim to
try to help the parties through
the crisis, such as a divorce.”
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▼
Family Violence
Continued from page 2

Continued on page 4

“[The experience] has eliminated some of the pessimism about human 
nature I’ve developed over 25 years in the criminal justice system. I find 
that I have become much more optimistic about people’s ability to 
change, if they want to change.” 

—Judge Stephen L. Mock, Superior Court, Yolo County Superior/Municipal Court
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Domestic Violence–Related Calls and Arrests:
Statewide Totals, 1988–96

California law enforcement agencies started reporting domestic violence–related calls to the Department of Jus-
tice in 1986, in compliance with Penal Code section 13730; 1988 is the first year for which comparable data exist.
The numbers include both cases where an arrest was made and those where circumstances did not warrant an ar-
rest. Arrest figures are for adults and juveniles arrested for spousal abuse under Penal Code section 273.5. Source:
Law Enforcement Information Center, Department of Justice, California Attorney General’s Office.

The Court’s

Response to

Domestic

Violence, produced

by the National Associa-

tion for Court Management

(NACM), offers information

and tools for addressing

family violence. The 44-

page guide is $5 for NACM

members and $8 for non-

members (make checks

payable to NACM).

● Contact: NACM, c/o

National Center for State

Courts, 3000 Newport

Avenue, Williamsburg, VA

23185.

Take
Note



MAKING A DIFFERENCE
Judge Dale suggests that the
family violence court, like the
drug court, is a throwback to the
1950s and 1960s, when judges

had the time to deal with prob-
lems “upfront, with immediate
direction and judicial interven-
tion and monitoring, and the
services of skilled, experienced
attorneys.”

“The surprising thing about
this assignment is that there are
any number of people who I
never would have guessed would
have or could have changed,”
observes Judge Mock. A former
district attorney, he adds, “[The
experience] has eliminated
some of the pessimism about hu-

man nature I’ve developed over
25 years in the criminal justice
system. I find that I have become
much more optimistic about
people’s ability to change, if they
want to change.” 

Judge Meeka—who describes
his assignment as “professionally
time consuming and personally
rewarding”—says, “Judges can
make a difference if they want to
in families in crisis.” He cites his
own court as an example:
“Through involvement, we have
saved lives and stopped beatings.
We have a couple of thousand
men in our jurisdiction who now
are reflecting on their relation-
ships with their wife, girlfriend,
and family. Some say they get
along better now with people in
general and wish they had had
this kind of counseling when
they were in high school.”

South Bay’s Judge Cannon
has no doubt about the special-
ized court’s power to alter atti-
tudes and rebuild families. “The
statistics show a distinct decrease
in recidivism and domestic vio-

lence everywhere a domestic vi-
olence court has opened,” he
points out. “There is no excuse
whatsoever for any court, of any
size, in any county, not to open
up a specialized domestic vio-
lence department,” he states em-
phatically, adding, “If people
want to do something, they can
make a change.”

Judge Petre attests to that.
“The experience has confirmed
that courts can make a differ-
ence in people’s lives,” she says.
“Specialized courts focus the
judge on what the court can do
to help parties overcome the
problems that existed in their
families. If we do it through con-
stant monitoring and increased
resources we can make a differ-
ence for people who live in the
community. We see that on a
daily basis.” ■
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Over the past decade, do-

mestic violence filings

have been the most rapidly

growing subcategory of do-

mestic relations caseloads

(which also include divorce,

custody, paternity, interstate

support, adoption, and mis-

cellaneous filings) in state

courts, according to the Na-

tional Center for State Courts

(NCSC).

In the following table

compiled by the NCSC, states

able to provide three years of

comparable data are ranked

by their domestic violence fil-

ing rate per 100,000 popula-

tion in 1996, the most recent

year for which statistics are

available. The table also in-

cludes a population rank and

a three-year growth index,

which is the percentage

change in the number of

domestic violence filings be-

tween 1994 and 1996. Of the

31 states, 10 reported an in-

crease of 20 percent or more

over the three-year period.

Some of the variation in

both the number of filings

per 100,000 and in the per-

centage change in filings

from 1994 to 1996 is attribut-

able to differences in statu-

tory definitions of domestic

violence, police arrest poli-

cies, and access to protection

orders. Furthermore, recent

legislative action to extend

and toughen penalties in

cases of domestic violence

contributes to the large in-

creases in caseloads since

1993. 

Source: Examining the
Work of State Courts,
1996: A National Perspec-
tive from the Court Statis-
tics Project.

● Contact: Examining
the Work of State Courts,
1996 ($25) and State Court
Caseload Statistics, 1996
($15) may be obtained
from the National Center
for State Courts Fulfill-
ment Department at 888-
228-6272 or by e-mail:
ncsc.orders@aidcvt.com.
For technical assistance re-
garding state court statis-
tics, contact Margaret
Fonner at 757-259-1883 or
e-mail: mfonner@ncsc.dni.us.

Filings per Percent 
100,000                No. of Filings                Growth Population

State Population 1996 1995 1994 1994–96 Rank

UNIFIED COURTS

District of Columbia 914 4,967 3,906 3,496 42 51

Massachusetts 825 50,261 54,694 54,618 –8 13

Minnesota 679 31,646 31,484 29,898 6 20

Missouri 663 35,502 33,407 28,647 24 16

Idaho 561 6,677 7,833 7,197 –7 41

Kansas 268 6,895 11,830 10,160 –32 33

Iowa 175 4,979 5,379 4,288 16 31

North Dakota 171 1,100 1,055 720 53 48

Connecticut 162 5,289 5,450 5,147 3 29

GENERAL JURISDICTION COURTS

New Jersey 913 72,907 75,650 65,508 11 9

New Mexico 791 13,547 12,994 11,721 16 37

West Virginia 777 14,178 13,992 12,889 10 36

Alaska 762 4,627 4,497 4,459 4 49

Vermont 760 4,473 4,633 4,114 9 50

Kentucky 687 26,684 27,002 23,419 14 24

New Hampshire 654 7,604 7,459 5,651 35 43

Florida 554 79,723 69,175 63,284 26 4

Washington 552 30,555 31,555 30,099 2 15

Maine 537 6,680 7,026 6,346 5 40

Arizona 519 22,967 24,784 21,094 9 21

Oregon 451 14,451 16,785 17,122 –16 30

Delaware 431 3,124 2,575 860 263 47

Rhode Island 418 4,137 4,519 4,166 –1 44

Maryland 371 18,805 16,537 14,513 30 19

Utah 342 6,833 4,980 3,590 90 35

Indiana 286 16,676 14,955 15,897 5 14

New York 285 51,818 50,717 49,802 4 3

Arkansas 278 6,988 5,833 4,790 46 34

Wyoming 272 1,310 1,212 1,258 4 52

Hawaii 216 2,553 2,928 2,732 –7 42

Ohio 67 7,444  6,573 5,506 35 7

Domestic Violence Caseloads in 31 States, 1994–96

▼
Family Violence
Continued from page 3

“There is no excuse whatsoever for any court, of any size, in any county, 
not to open up a specialized domestic violence department.”

—Judge William S. Cannon, South Bay Municipal Court (San Diego) 

mailto:mfonner@ncsc.dni.us
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Eight Bay Area courts are
participating in a unique

pilot project that will initiate a
sea change in judicial branch
communications.

The first phase of the Cali-
fornia Judicial Network (CJN),
sponsored by the Judicial Coun-
cil’s Court Technology Advisory
Committee, provides the foun-
dation for a secure judicial
branch network that will con-
nect courts statewide in cyber-
space. The Information Systems
Bureau of the Administrative
Office of the Courts (AOC) is im-
plementing the project, which is
expected to be completed during
the next two years.

CJN pilot participants—
from Alameda, Contra Costa,
Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San
Mateo, Santa Clara, and Sonoma
Counties—include some 300 ju-
dicial officers, clerks, executive
officers, and information sys-
tems personnel who are com-
puter literate and likely to use
the system.

During the first phase of
CJN’s development, participants
are able to send and receive e-
mail that cannot be tampered

with or intercepted. While local
network security remains the
same, CJN adds security over the
Internet. Messages are en-
crypted at the county Internet
connection when they are sent
and are unencrypted at the re-
cipient’s county or court Inter-
net connection; encryption is
only over the Internet and does
not change existing security
arrangements within a county.
Participants can also communi-
cate between different e-mail
systems, such as Lotus Notes,
cc:Mail, and Microsoft Exchange.

RAZING TOWER OF BABEL
“The existence of a network
such as CJN is critical to Chief
Justice George’s vision of our
court system eliminating its elec-
tronic Tower of Babel,” says
Sacramento Superior and Mu-
nicipal Courts Judge Thomas M.
Cecil, advisory committee chair.
(See “Message from the Chief
Justice,” Court News, June–July
1997, “Court Technology: Razing
the Tower of Babel.”) 

“The ability of our courts to
more effectively communicate
and to share data of mutual con-

cern, with other courts as well as
other branches [and] levels of
government, is a crucial step in
making our overall government
more responsive and efficient,”
observes Judge Cecil. “Absent
networks such as CJN, our col-
lective efforts will continue to be
duplicative, cumbersome, and
more prone to error.”

Participants’ use of the net-
work will help determine how
well it works, what services
should be added, and how the
Judicial Council can further use
the Internet. The AOC design
team will evaluate CJN based on
users’ experience and, as neces-
sary, modify services to make the
network more user-friendly and
efficient before considering its
use elsewhere in the state.

NETWORK USES
Pilot project participants can use
the CJN for several purposes,
such as to:

◗ Send a secure message,
including attached documents,
to another participant on the
network;

◗ Send documents or mes-
sages to a select group of people,
such as committees and project
teams;

◗ Submit monthly statisti-
cal reports to the AOC;

◗ Receive confidential ma-
terials from the Judicial Council
or other network users; and

◗ Survey persons on the
network about a specific issue.

FUTURE FEATURES
Once CJN is in place statewide,
some of the following features
may be added:

◗ News groups on the Web
site so that participants can hold
multiparty conversations on the
computer;

◗ Access to every CJN
subscriber;

◗ Access to databases, such
as the directory of certified court
interpreters, the Judicial Branch
Statistical Information System,
Judicial Council rosters, and ju-
dicial opinions;

◗ Access to case manage-
ment systems, such as the FORE-
COURT system that is used in the
appellate courts;

◗ Access to and transmis-
sion of human resources and
budget data;

◗ Access to a “help desk”
for information on document
sharing and AOC projects; and

◗ Password security at each
computer.

● Contact: Victor Rowley,
415-396-9271 (CALNET 8-531-
9271), e-mail: victor_rowley@
jud.ca.gov, or Shauna Denken-
sohn, 415-396-9282 (CALNET
8-531-9282), e-mail: shauna_
denkensohn@jud.ca.gov, both
in the Technology Policy and
Planning unit of the Information
Systems Bureau. ■

Courts Test Judicial
Information Network
“Create a comprehensive and integrated 
information distribution network to connect 
and serve the entire judicial branch, other 
agencies, and the public.”
—Goal III, Modernization, Court Technology Policy Direction No. 4,

Leading Justice Into the Future: Judicial Council of California
Long-Range Strategic Plan and Fiscal Year 1998–99 Administrative

Office of the Courts/Advisory Committee Action Plan,
adopted May 16, 1997

You can go home again, espe-
cially if it’s been retrofitted.
That will be true, come Jan-

uary 1999, for the Supreme
Court and the First District
Court of Appeal, which will be
back at their former address at
350 McAllister Street in San
Francisco’s Civic Center, but in
seismically retrofitted and his-
torically renovated facilities.
(See photo, page 1.) The courts
were forced to vacate the build-
ing following the disastrous
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.

The six-story building
housing the courts, a federally
recognized National Historic
Landmark named after U.S.
Supreme Court Chief Justice
Earl Warren, is being rehabili-
tated to reveal some hidden trea-
sures, like a skylight in the
fourth-floor courtroom. The

courtroom, which was signifi-
cantly altered in the 1950s, will
be reminiscent of the original
courtroom completed in 1922
but will feature improved
acoustics and lighting and state-
of-the-art audio and video
equipment.

The clerk’s offices for both
the Supreme Court and Court of
Appeal will be on the first floor,
providing convenient customer
access and service.

NEW STATE BUILDING
Contiguous to the historic build-
ing will be a new 14-story state
office building housing the Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts
(AOC), which will occupy the
third, fifth, and sixth floors; the
courts’ law library, which will
occupy the fourth floor; the
State Department of Justice; the
Department of Industrial Rela-

tions; the Board of Equalization;
the Franchise Tax Board; the
Commission on Judicial Perfor-
mance; and the offices of the
Governor, legislators, and the
Attorney General. The new of-
fice building, named the Hiram
W. Johnson State Office Build-
ing, replaces the seven-story
structure at 455 Golden Gate
Avenue. Hiram W. Johnson, the
23rd Governor of California,
served from 1911 to 1917 and
then went on to serve as a U.S.
Senator. 

The Johnson State Office
Building, making the most of
open space and natural light,
will feature a central atrium that
will bring light into the build-
ing’s interior core. It will also
house a children’s day-care cen-
ter, a cafeteria, and small retail
shops.

AOC QUARTERS 
The AOC’s new quarters will in-
clude a formal meeting room
with gallery seating and a pre-
and post-meeting room for the
Judicial Council; three general-
purpose classrooms, two of which
will be divisible into smaller
rooms; one dedicated computer
training room that will be divis-
ible into two; facilities for distance
learning; a video teleconferenc-
ing room; conference rooms;
and executive offices. The office
areas throughout the agency will
reflect the open planning preva-
lent in modern offices, with 70
percent of the work space using
systems (modular) furniture and
30 percent devoted to conven-
tional offices.

State-of-the-art technology
will enable broadcast of court-
room activities or Judicial Coun-
cil meetings via closed-circuit
television in other areas of the
facility. A conference room in
the basement will have a 350-
person seating capacity. 

● Contact: Michael Tye,
Project Manager, 415-396-9180
(CALNET 8-531-9180). ■

Retrofitted, Renovated Facility 

Supreme Court, First Appellate
District, AOC Head Home in 1999

Sonoma

Marin

San Francisco

San Mateo

Santa Clara

Alameda

Contra Costa

Napa

Judge Thomas
M. Cecil

mailto:victor_rowley@jud.ca.gov
mailto:victor_rowley@jud.ca.gov
mailto:shauna_denkensohn@jud.ca.gov
mailto:shauna_denkenson@jud.ca.gov








http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov


JANUARY–FEBRUARY 1998 COURT NEWS10

WORKSHOPS
Security issues
focus of April
conference, expo
Judges, court administrators, and
security personnel are invited to
attend the California State Sher-
iffs’ Association’s (CSSA) Court
Security Conference and Expo-
sition, which will be held at the
Oakland Marriott City Center
from April 6 through 8.

Chief Justice Ronald M.
George will deliver the keynote
address.

Presentations and trainers
will discuss many issues of con-
cern to courts (see Court News,
August–October 1997, “Courts
Statewide Seek Relief for Grow-
ing Security Concerns”). They
include judicial protection, by
the Orange County Marshal’s

Office; computer sys-
tems security, by the
Federal Bureau of
Investigation; high-

profile cases, by the
Los Angeles Sheriff ’s
Department; subversive

groups, by the Califor-
nia Department of
Justice; bombs and

suspicious packages,

by the U.S. Postal Service; court
facility entry screening, by the
U.S. Marshal’s Service; and se-
curity devices and electronic
belts, by the San Diego Marshal’s
Office.

● Contact: For advance
registration and fee information,
California State Sheriffs’ Associ-
ation, 916-448-4242.

Appellate staff
training in 
full swing
Appellate court staff managers
will gather this spring for the Ap-
pellate Management Institute,
tentatively scheduled for April
23 and 24 in San Diego. Clerks,
managers, and administrators
from the Supreme Court and the
Courts of Appeal will discuss
practical, operational matters in
the appellate courts as well as
principles of general manage-
ment development.

Two training programs with
an appellate-court focus were
held at the end of 1997, attract-
ing nearly 100 appellate court
staff statewide. Both programs
were conducted by the Educa-
tion Division of the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts (AOC),
with the assistance of the Appel-
late Court Services unit, in an
ongoing effort to expand train-
ing and educational opportuni-
ties specific to the appellate
courts.

Human resources manage-
ment, improving morale and
motivation, workplace violence,
and employee rights were
among the topics covered in the
Appellate Employment Sympo-
sium held December 11 and 12
in San Diego. The program was
designed for judicial officers, ap-
pellate court managers—princi-
pal attorneys, clerks of court,
chief deputy clerks—and other
staff who have personnel-related
responsibilities in the appellate

courts. The program provided
information about the legal re-
sponsibilities of managers and
employers, updates on recent
changes in federal and state leg-
islation related to personnel
matters, and models for effective
personnel and human resource
management in the court setting.

Faculty included Professor
Theodore Curry of Michigan

State University, a specialist in
human resources education and
training, and labor and employ-
ment specialists from the firm of
Curiale, Dellaverson, Hirschfeld,
Kelly, and Kraemer. Symposium
participants gave high marks to
both the presenters and the pro-
gram content. One participant
remarked that the faculty “pre-
sented a digestible amount of
material, entertainingly, aug-
mented with helpful answers to
specific questions raised, and
supplemented by excellent writ-
ten materials.” 

Approximately 70 clerks,
secretaries, librarians, system ad-
ministrators, and other adminis-
trative court staff gathered in San
Jose on November 12 and 13 for
the third Appellate Staff Contin-
uing Studies Program. The Sixth
District Court of Appeal hosted
the program. Presiding Justice
Christopher C. Cottle and Asso-
ciate Justice Patricia Bamattre-
Manoukian of the Sixth District
Court of Appeal and Catherine
Lowe, Director of the AOC’s Ed-
ucation Division and the Center
for Judicial Education and Re-
search, welcomed the group. The
court provided a continental
breakfast and site tour on the
program’s second day. 

Workshop topics were var-
ied and received consistently
positive reviews overall. Plenary
sessions included a facilitated
group discussion of issues
unique to working in the Courts
of Appeal and a lively closing
program focusing on practical
tips for working successfully
with different personality styles.
Participants chose from among a
variety of breakout sessions,
ranging from general adminis-
trative topics to more technical
aspects of appellate court work.
A repeated feature at the third
annual program was the peer-
led discussion groups organized
by job classification. Participants
found particularly instructional
the discussion and exchange of
ideas and solutions with their
counterparts in other courts.

Plans are under way for the
fourth Appellate Staff Continu-
ing Studies Program, tentatively
scheduled for Los Angeles in
October.

● Contact: For details on
appellate court staff training and
education opportunities, Karen
Moen, 415-356-6432 (CAL-
NET 8-531-6432), or Elizabeth
Howard, 415-396-9386 (CAL-
NET 8-531-9386). ■

Education & Development

Remembered by colleagues as
much for his work on the bench

as for his efforts to improve and ad-
vance the interests of minorities,
Judge Benjamin J. Aranda III, 58,
died suddenly on January 28. He was
enroute to Nashville to receive an
award that was emblematic of his
career—the “Inspirational Spirit of
Excellence Award”—from the Amer-
ican Bar Association (ABA) Commis-
sion on Opportunities for Minorities.

Judge Aranda was appointed to
the South Bay Municipal Court in Los
Angeles by Governor Edmund G.
Brown, Jr., in 1979. Since 1996, he
frequently served on assignment on
the Court of Appeal for the Second
Appellate District (Los Angeles).

A member of the Judicial Council
since September 1997, Judge Aranda
was perhaps best known in the court
community for his service as founding
chair (1994–97) of the council’s Access
and Fairness Advisory Committee.

Chief Justice Ronald M. George
called Judge Aranda “a distinguished
public servant and community
leader who was an inspiration to all
who knew him. He brought bound-
less energy, insight, and dedication
to his work on behalf of the people
of California, both as a judge and as
a leader of our efforts to promote
fairness and access in the courts. His

outstanding leadership of the Judi-
cial Council’s Access and Fairness Ad-
visory Committee has resulted in
significant contributions to the ad-
ministration of justice. On a personal
note, I will miss his positive, caring
spirit and his devotion to excellence.”

William C. Vickrey, Administrative
Director of the Courts, said, “Califor-
nia has lost a great judicial leader,
and the nation a long-time advo-
cate. . . . This remarkable man in-
spired everyone who knew
him—staff, judges, bar members,
and members of the community.  He
led the effort to improve fairness
and access in the judicial branch. He
will be missed.”

Administrative Presiding Justice
Charles S. Vogel, of the Court of Ap-
peal for the Second Appellate Dis-
trict, said, “[Judge Aranda] was
enthusiastic, interesting, and a very
warm and friendly man. He will be
missed by us and his other judicial
colleagues and members of the bar.
Perhaps what distinguished him most
was the depth and scope of his con-
cern for the Hispanic community. He
has been at the forefront of those
who have labored to improve and
advance the interests of minorities.”

Judge Aranda was the first presi-
dent of the Hispanic National Bar
Association, from 1977 to 1981. He

was founder and first president,
elected in 1996, of the association’s
Judicial Council and a founding
member of the ABA Commission on
Opportunities for Minorities. A
founding member and current chair
of the ABA Judicial Division Task
Force on Minorities in the Judiciary,
Judge Aranda created the minority
judges directory, the first publication
of its kind in the United States. 

Judge Aranda graduated from
Loyola Marymount University in
1962 and received his J.D. degree
from Loyola Law School in Los Ange-
les in 1969. He, his wife Emma, and
their 11 children were named “His-
panic Family of the Year” in 1986. In
1987, they were named one of the
Six Great American Families by the
White House, the first Hispanic-
American family to receive the
honor.

Judge Aranda Is Mourned

Judge Benjamin J.
Aranda III

Appellate
Management

Institute
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Justice Chin is
Commonwealth
Club president
Supreme Court Justice Ming W.
Chin is the 1998 president of the
Commonwealth Club of Califor-
nia, the nation’s largest and old-
est public affairs forum. Justice
Chin, who will serve for one
year, has been on the organiza-
tion’s board of governors since
1993, was executive committee
chair in 1996, and was presi-
dent-elect in 1997.

He is the third Supreme
Court justice to head the Com-
monwealth Club. Earlier justices
were William H. Waste, who was
president in 1923–24, and
Homer R. Spence, in 1947–48.
William P. Lawlor, one of the six
founders of the club, served as
temporary president in 1903
and later became a Supreme
Court justice. 

In his inaugural address,
Justice Chin noted that the non-

partisan Commonwealth Club
was instrumental in creating the
current selection process for
California appellate justices. In
1849, the state Constitution es-
tablished contested party elec-
tions as the method for selecting
all judges. After several unsuc-
cessful attempts in the early
1900s, the club sponsored a
1934 voter initiative that re-
sulted in today’s appointment
and election process.

Justice Chin was appointed
to the Supreme Court by Gover-
nor Pete Wilson in 1996. Prior to
his elevation, he  served on the
Court of Appeal for the First Ap-
pellate District, Division Three
(San Francisco) for over six years
and became presiding justice in
January 1995.  He also served on
the Alameda County Superior
Court from 1988 to 1990.

Justice Chin is a recipient of
the 1997 Judge Learned Hand
Award from the American Jew-
ish Committee in San Francisco
and was recognized that same

year by the Orange County
Women Lawyers for his “dedica-
tion to the independence of the
judiciary.” Justice Chin earned
both his undergraduate and law
degrees from the University of
San Francisco; the law school se-
lected him Alumnus of the Year
in 1993 and the university its
Alumnus of the Year in 1988.

Justice Charles
Vogel selected
for L.A. Bar’s
highest honor
Administrative Presiding Justice
Charles S. Vogel of the Court of
Appeal for the Second Appellate
District (Los Angeles) will re-
ceive the 1998 Shattuck-Price
Memorial Award, the Los Ange-
les County Bar Association’s
(LACBA) highest honor, during
a luncheon in March.

The award is given annually
to “an individual who has shown
outstanding dedication to the
high principles of the legal pro-
fession, the administration of
justice, and the progress of the
Los Angeles County Bar Associ-
ation.” It is named for Edward
Shattuck and Ira Price II,
LACBA presidents who died in
office. 

First appointed to the
Pomona Municipal Court in
1969, Justice Vogel was elevated
to the Los Angeles County Supe-
rior Court in 1970, where he
served until 1977. He left the
bench in 1977 to return to pri-
vate practice. In 1985, he be-
came president of LACBA and, in
1990, president of the State Bar.
Justice Vogel returned to the
bench in 1992, when he was ap-
pointed to Division Four of the
Second Appellate District Court,
succeeding then-Justice Ronald
M. George, whom the Governor
had appointed to the Supreme
Court. Justice Vogel became the
division’s presiding judge and
then administrative presiding
judge of the entire district. 

Justice Vogel and his wife,
Justice Miriam A. Vogel of Divi-
sion One of the Second Appellate
District, were honored as 1990
“Persons of the Year” by the 
Metropolitan News-Enterprise
(Los Angeles) for their outstand-
ing contribution to the judicial
and legal profession. A graduate
of UCLA School of Law, he was
named Alumnus of the Year in
1986 by the law school’s Alumni
Association.

Grant to help
train temporary
judges for  
small claims
Municipal courts will soon get
help in training temporary (at-
torney) judges for small claims
court cases thanks to a  $7,500
grant awarded by the State Bar
Foundation to the Judicial
Council’s Civil and Small Claims
Advisory Committee.

The grant will help fund the
committee’s production of a

small claims training videotape
for temporary judges. The train-
ing video will be available for
use by individuals as well as in a
developing curriculum on sub-
stantive consumer law. It will
orient new temporary judges to
the small claims bench, dis-
cussing issues such as the transi-
tion from attorney to judge,
ethical considerations as judge,
effective and appropriate hear-
ing procedures, courtroom con-
trol techniques, how and where
to find the law in supporting
publications, model conduct for
judges, and typical consumer le-
gal issues confronting small
claims judges.

The training videotape will
help courts comply with Code of
Civil Procedure section 116.920(b)
and meet the mandates of rule
1726 of the California Rules of
Court, which requires training to
be provided by the trial court,
and rule 5321.5, under which
the presiding judge is responsi-
ble for the training of temporary
judges. It will also fulfill the Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts’
goal under section 16.5(e) of the
Standards of Judicial Adminis-
tration, to provide a model pro-
gram for training temporary
judges.

In 1996, a statewide survey
conducted by the committee
(with 87 of 110 municipal courts
responding) revealed that 83
percent of respondents used
temporary judges to hear small
claims cases but only 50 percent
provided a formal training pro-
gram for temporary judges.

● Contact: Cara Vonk,
Council and Legal Services,
415-396-9124 (CALNET 8-
531-9124); for information
about the California Department
of Consumer Affairs training
program, Albert Balingit, 916-
322-5254 (CALNET 8-492-
5254). ■

Governor Wilson made the fol-
lowing judicial appointments
from mid-December 1997 to
mid-January 1998.

COURTS OF APPEAL
Harry E. Hull, Jr., of the

Sacramento Superior and Mu-
nicipal Courts, to Associate Jus-
tice of the Court of Appeal for
the Third Appellate District
(Sacramento), succeeding Keith
F. Sparks, retired.

SUPERIOR COURTS
Anthony J. Mohr, of the

Los Angeles Municipal Court, to
the Los Angeles County Supe-
rior Court, succeeding Florence
T. Pickard, retired.

Thomas P. Anderle to
the Santa Barbara County Supe-
rior Court, succeeding Ronald C.
Stevens, retired.

Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye,
of the Municipal Court, to the
Superior Court, Sacramento Su-
perior and Municipal Courts,
succeeding William R. Ridge-
way, elevated.

Elizabeth Grimes to the
Los Angeles County Superior
Court, succeeding Barbara Jean
Johnson, retired.

Dale A. Reinholtsen, of
the Municipal Court, to the Su-
perior Court, Humboldt Supe-
rior and Municipal Court,
succeeding William Ferroggiaro,
deceased.

Diane Elan Wick, of the
Municipal Court, to the Superior
Court, San Francisco Trial
Courts, succeeding Raymond J.
Arata, Jr., retired.

Thomas P. Nugent to
the San Diego County Superior

Court, succeeding Arthur W.
Jones, retired.

MUNICIPAL COURTS
Keith H. Fudenna, com-

missioner, to the Fremont-
Newark-Union City Municipal
Court (Alameda), succeeding
Marvin G. Haun, retired.

John T. Feeney to the
Municipal Court, Humboldt Su-
perior and Municipal Court, suc-
ceeding Dominic D. Banducci,
deceased.

Timothy Cissna to the
Municipal Court, Humboldt Su-
perior and Municipal Court, suc-
ceeding Dale A. Reinholtsen,
elevated.

Thomson T. Ong to the
Long Beach Municipal Court
(Los Angeles), succeeding
William T. Garner, elevated.

G. Patrick Marlette to
the Municipal Court, Sacra-
mento Superior and Municipal
Courts, succeeding Morrison C.
England, Jr., elevated.

Rogelio R. Flores, com-
missioner, to the Santa Barbara
Municipal Court, filling a newly
created position.

Brian J. Back to the Mu-
nicipal Court, Ventura County
Superior and Municipal Coordi-
nated Courts, succeeding David
W. Long, retired.

David P. Warner to the
Lodi Municipal Court (San
Joaquin), succeeding John T.
Seibly, retired.

Andria K. Richey to the
Los Angeles Municipal Court,
succeeding Anthony J. Mohr,
elevated. ■

Judicial
Appointments

Justice Ming W.
Chin

Administrative
Presiding Justice
Charles S. Vogel

Court Briefs

On behalf of the State Bar Foundation, James M. Seff, second from left, of

the bar’s Board of Governors, presents a check for $7,500 to Santa Clara

County Consolidated Courts Judge Jamie Jacobs-May, chair of the Small

Claims Training Video Working Group. Also present are, left to right, Cara

Vonk, counsel, Small Claims Subcommittee; and Civil and Small Claims Ad-

visory Committee members Albert Y. Balingit, Staff Attorney, Department

of Consumer Affairs; Commissioner Douglas G. Carnahan, South Bay Mu-

nicipal Court (Los Angeles); and Judge Victor E. Bianchini, El Cajon Munic-

ipal Court (San Diego). Not pictured: Bakersfield Municipal Court (Kern)

Judge Sharon Mettler, chair of the Small Claims Subcommittee. See story,

this page. Photo: Angela Wills.
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEETINGS
All Judicial Council business meetings will be held at the Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC) in San Francisco.

APRIL 24 JUNE 19 AUG 14 OCT 16 NOV 20

● Contact: Secretariat and Conference Services, 415-396-9347 (CALNET 8-531-9347), 
e-mail: jcservices@courtinfo.ca.gov.
JUDICIAL EDUCATION 
FEB 19–20 Probate and Mental Health Institute, San Luis Obispo

MAR 11–14 Family Law and Procedure Institute, San Diego (tentative)

MAR 13–14 1998 Judicial College Seminar Leader Training, Bodega Bay

APR 2–4 Juvenile Law and Procedure Institute, Oakland Marriott City Center

APR 20–25 Appellate Courts Institute, Embassy Suites, Monterey

COMPUTER CLASSES
MAR 5–6, APR 9–10 Both sessions will be held at CJER’s San Francisco offices.

ORIENTATION PROGRAMS
Orientation programs for new trial court judges, commissioners, and referees are
scheduled as follows:

FEB 23–27 MAR 9–13 (tentative) APR 20–24
Note: Orientation sessions with insufficient enrollment will be canceled. Call CJER for
the latest information.
● Contact: CJER, 415-356-6400 (CALNET 8-531-6400).
ADMINISTRATIVE EDUCATION
MAR 5–6 Building Effective Management Teams, facility and city to be

announced

MAR 5–6 Court Budgeting, Orange County, facility to be announced

MAR 19–20 Court Budgeting, Napa, facility to be announced

APR 14–15 Court Budgeting, San Diego, facility to be announced

APR 23–24 Appellate Management Institute, San Diego, facility to be
announced

APR 30–MAY 1 Court Budgeting, Sacramento, facility to be announced

JULY 12–31 Court Clerks Training Institute, Palo Alto, Stanford University

● Contact: Administrative Education, 415-356-6400 (CALNET 8-531-6400).
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SAVE THESE DATES
■ FEB 27: “Family Violence and the Courts IV: A California State Conference”

will be held at the DoubleTree Hotel in Sacramento. (See story, page 1.)
■ MAR 31–APR 1 (Oakland); APR 30–MAY 1 (Chico); JUNE 2–3 (Orange County):

Mid-Level Management Conferences will be held at three locations. Details
will be announced as they become available.

■ MAY 13–15: The first statewide planning conference, titled “Courts and Their
Communities: Local Planning and the Renewal of Public Trust and Confi-
dence,” will be held in Long Beach. (See story, page 6.)
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